Supporting collaborative reflection in teacher education: a case study by Clarà, M. et al.
Full Terms & Conditions of access and use can be found at
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=cete20
European Journal of Teacher Education
ISSN: 0261-9768 (Print) 1469-5928 (Online) Journal homepage: https://www.tandfonline.com/loi/cete20
Supporting collaborative reflection in teacher
education: a case study
Marc Clarà, Teresa Mauri, Rosa Colomina & Javier Onrubia
To cite this article: Marc Clarà, Teresa Mauri, Rosa Colomina & Javier Onrubia (2019): Supporting
collaborative reflection in teacher education: a case study, European Journal of Teacher Education,
DOI: 10.1080/02619768.2019.1576626
To link to this article:  https://doi.org/10.1080/02619768.2019.1576626
Published online: 06 Feb 2019.
Submit your article to this journal 
Article views: 36
View Crossmark data
ARTICLE
Supporting collaborative reflection in teacher education:
a case study
Marc Claràa, Teresa Maurib, Rosa Colominab and Javier Onrubiab
aDepartment of Pedagogy and Psychology, University of Lleida, Lleida, Spain; bDepartment of Cognition,
Development and Educational Psychology, University of Barcelona, Barcelona, Spain
ABSTRACT
The aim of this paper is to understand how certain educational
supports promote preservice teachers’ learning to reflect in col-
laborative settings. To address this issue, we present a case study
on collaborative reflection among 14 preservice teachers and one
teacher educator over the course of five weekly consecutive
sessions. The results suggest that collaborative reflection can be
supported by organizing the process according to a twofold
dynamic: from analysis to synthesis, and from open facilitation
to directive facilitation. Six different types of assistance related to
this dynamic, and provided by the teacher educator, are identi-
fied and qualitatively described: framing, oppositional voice,
counterpoising alternatives, asking for the dilemma, problematiz-
ing, and modelling.
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Today reflection lies at the very core of many teacher education programs around the
world (Buschor and Kamm 2015; Korthagen 2001; Postholm 2008; Jarvis et al. 2014).
However, reflection in teacher education still remains more a promise than a reality.
Many critiques and doubts have been expressed in relation to both the concept of
reflection and its central role in teacher education (Collin, Karsenti, and Komis 2013;
Mena-Marcos, Sanchez, and Tillema 2011). What all these critiques make clear is that
for reflection to become the cornerstone of teaching, several challenges must be
addressed and overcome. One of these challenges has to do with the observation
that student teachers need assistance in order to learn to reflect. The question thus
becomes how teacher education can best provide this assistance (Beauchamp 2015;
Blomberg et al. 2014; Gelfuso and Dennis 2014; Liu 2017). This paper contributes to
this challenge by means of a case study on collaborative reflection conducted over the
course of 5 weekly sessions between a teacher educator and 14 preservice teachers
who were in the process of completing practicums at different schools. The study
proposes three research questions: 1) how did student teachers’ reflection progress
over the course of the five weeks; 2) how did the social organization of the collabora-
tion contribute to this progress; and 3) how did the assistance provided by the teacher
educator contribute to this progress.
CONTACT Marc Clarà marc.clara@gmail.com University of Lleida, Avinguda de l’Estudi General, 4, Lleida
25001, Spain
EUROPEAN JOURNAL OF TEACHER EDUCATION
https://doi.org/10.1080/02619768.2019.1576626
© 2019 Association for Teacher Education in Europe
Theoretical framework
In recent years, many authors have argued that collaborative reflection may be a good
strategy to help student teachers learn to reflect (Daniel, Auhl, and Hastings 2013;
Harford and MacRuaric, 2008; McCullagh 2012). However, research on the effectiveness
of this strategy has yielded contradictory results. Some studies report that collaboration
facilitates deeper critical reflection and knowledge construction (Attard 2012), pushes
the level of reflection from describing to theorizing (Manouchehri et al., 2002), and helps
student teachers engage with new ideas (Sorensen 2014). In contrast, other studies on
collaborative reflection have found poor levels of problem understanding and perspec-
tive shift (Tillema and Van Der Westhuizen 2006), overly descriptive and poorly elabo-
rated reflection (Wopereis, Sloep, and Poortman 2010; Killeavy and Moloney 2010), and
poor use and integration of theory (Postholm 2008). In light of these contradictory
findings, some authors have suggested that the success of collaborative reflection as
a means to promote reflection among student teachers depends on two main aspects:
how knowledgeable others (e.g., a teacher educator) assist with the process; and how
collaboration is socially organized (Gelfuso and Dennis 2014; Korthagen 2001; Moore-
Russo and Wilsey 2014).
Several studies have looked at assistance by knowledgeable others. For example,
Foong, Nor, and Nolan (2018) draw a continuum of facilitation styles: at one end of the
continuum there is facilitation based on asking open-ended questions and letting the
students speak freely, without trying to directly influence or change students’ ideas. At
the opposite end of the continuum, facilitation is based on demonstration; that is, the
facilitator directly conducts reflection, so that students can observe and imitate. In
between these two ends, Foong, Nor, and Nolan (2018) establish four reference points
to characterize the facilitation styles: from more open to more directive, these are called
collaborator, coach, navigator, and master. These authors suggest that more open
facilitation styles foster deeper levels of reflection by students. Kim and Silver (2016)
also consider the importance of open facilitation, but their results suggest that deeper
reflection may be better promoted if open facilitation is used in the beginning of the
reflective process, and then more directive facilitation is progressively introduced. This
finding is coherent with the observations and concerns of Liu (2017). Grounded in the
works of Bakhtin and Mezirow, Liu understands that reflection involves dialogue
between different real or imagined voices. Thus, the main potentiality of social colla-
boration for reflection is that it introduces multiple social voices into the reflection
process. However, according to Liu, reflection requires the interrelation between these
multiple voices, not only the examination of each of them in isolation. In her study of
three cases, Liu (2017) shows that different and conflicting voices are present in
collaborative reflection but that these voices are not interrelated. According to the
author, this is due to a lack of follow-up and directedness by the facilitator, leading to
missed opportunities for promoting deeper reflection. These findings suggest that open
facilitation may be necessary to permit the emergence of different voices, but also that
more directive facilitation may be necessary to make these voices converge and engage
in dialogue with each other.
The transition, suggested by Liu, from the multiplicity of (isolated) voices toward the
interrelation between voices, echoes Dewey’s idea, especially emphasized in the 1910
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version of ‘How we think’ (Dewey [1910] 1978), that reflection involves a movement from
analysis to synthesis.1 This aspect is central in some recent models for the social organiza-
tion of collaborative reflection, such as in Gelfuso (2016). In fact, there are several proposed
models to organize collaborative reflection, involving different successive phases as well as
different specific facilitation strategies (e.g., Behizadeh, Thomas, and Cross 2017; Korthagen
2001; Tigelaar et al. 2008; Liu 2015; Gelfuso 2016). However, these models are usually
prescriptive, that is, deductively proposed, and since they depart from different theoretical
grounds, as well as from different understandings of what reflection is and is for, the
different models are hardly commensurable. Nevertheless, beyond specific models, two
social aspects have been recurrently found to be important for successful collaborative
reflection. Firstly, it seems to be crucial that the participants share an aligned idea of what
the aim and the discursive rules of collaborative reflection are (Alles, Seidel, and Gröschner
2018; Attard 2012; Tillema and Van Der Westhuizen 2006; Yoon and Kim 2009). Secondly, it
seems to be vital to generate an environment of trust and confidence among the partici-
pants (Alles, Seidel, and Gröschner 2018; Attard 2012; Postholm 2008; Wopereis, Sloep, and
Poortman 2010).
The important divergences among the different proposed models of collaborative
reflection resonate with some critiques about the ambiguity of the concept of reflection
(Beauchamp 2015; Collin, Karsenti, and Komis 2013) and with the observation that different
scholars and teacher educators may have different views on the purposes and priorities of
reflection (Korthagen 2001; Mansvelder-Longayroux, Beijaard, and Verloop 2007). In this
regard, the literature on teacher education refers to at least three forms of reflection. First,
some researchers and teacher educators understand reflection as linking (or generating)
theoretical propositions with (or from) a situation of practice (Gelfuso 2016; Korthagen 2001;
Moore-Russo and Wilsey 2014; Postholm 2008). Second, some authors understand reflection
in terms of critically considering political interests, power relations, and ethical and moral
issues involved in a situation of practice (Daniel, Auhl, and Hastings 2013; Harford and
MacRuairc 2008; Land 2018; Liu 2015). Third, still others understand reflection in terms of
identifying and understanding the dilemmas and tensions that give rise to a situation of
practice (Cochran-Smith and Demers 2010; Lampert 1985; Yoon and Kim 2009). In this
paper, we assume a pluralistic stance about the purpose of reflection: although we assume
that reflection necessarily involves a process of clarification of an initially unclear situation
(Clarà 2015), we also assume that there are multiple paths for bringing clarity to the
situation. Therefore, we sustain that the paths followed in a given reflection process must
be considered according to the kind of clarity this process is looking for, such as theoretical,
critical, or dilemmatic clarity. Although the different types of clarity are not incompatible, it
may be useful to distinguish between them in order to adequately understand the support
systems in relation to the form of reflection each system seeks to promote. In the case we
analyse below, the type of clarity sought in reflection was dilemmatic.
Method
Participants and setting
This paper reports a case study about collaborative reflection involving one teacher
educator (member of the research team) and 14 preservice teachers in Catalonia (Spain).
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The preservice teachers, who were in the third year of a four-year teaching degree
program, were completing a three-month practicum at different schools. Throughout the
three months of the practicum, they spent four days a week, full time, at their schools and,
on the fifth day, met at the university with the teacher educator and reflected together
about specific situations they had experienced at their respective schools. These situations
were selected, written up and presented by the preservice teachers themselves.
The teacher educator had two years of previous experience with teaching practicums. He
also worked at the university as a lecturer of educational psychology and had conducted
research about teacher knowledge and teacher reflection. In an interview conducted after
the five reflection sessions (but before the beginning of the analysis), he stated that he had
not followed any specific model of reflection. His main concerns regarding his facilitation
role had been: a) promoting dialogue among the student teachers; and b) that the reflection
process advance to somewhere. In his years of previous experience with practicums, he had
worked with these same two concerns in mind. When asked about the purpose of the
reflection processes that he had facilitated, he stated that his objective was to promote, in
the students, a dialectical understanding of the situations, in terms of dilemmas.
Data gathering and analysis
Once the informed consent of all the participants had been obtained, the first five
collaborative reflection sessions were videotaped. Atlas.ti 7 software was used to conduct
three different analyses, in subsequent steps. First, interactivity analysis (Coll, Onrubia, and
Mauri 2008) was used to understand the social organization of the collaborative reflection.
This analysis was based on inductively identifying different structures of participation
(Erickson and Schulz 1997). Codes were then generated for each of the identified struc-
tures in order to characterize the pattern of interaction among participants and what the
participants were doing together. Inter-rater reliability was calculated, resulting in
a Cohen’s Kappa of K = .935. Second, content analysis (Krippendorff 1980) was used to
understand how the participants reflected. To this end, four broad categories (based on
Clarà 2015) were deductively established (Table 1). Inter-rater reliability was K = .917.
Finally, inductive procedures (Strauss and Corbin 1990) were used to understand the
nature and functions of the teacher educator’s interventions with regard to supporting
preservice teachers in the process of learning to reflect. This interpretative analysis was
based on a detailed and iterative examination of the raw data. Codes and memos were
generated for the teacher educator’s turns, with close consideration of the discursive context.
These codes and memos were then iteratively developed by systematically comparing them
with other codes and memos, similarly generated from the teacher educator’s previous and
subsequent turns.
Since the teacher educator was a member of the research team, he was excluded
from the coding process of the two first analyses, which were conducted by the other
members. Once the data had been coded, he participated, together with the other
members, in the third analysis and the global interpretation of the results.
In addition to the videotaped data, once the five sessions had been finished,
a questionnaire was administrated to preservice teachers and an interview was conducted
with the teacher educator; both the questionnaires and the interview were used as comple-
mentary data.
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Results
Overview of the case
Over the five collaborative reflection sessions, the teacher educator (TE) and the pre-
service teachers reflected on 8 different situations. The teacher educator had a clear and
explicit idea of his purpose during the collaborative reflection, which he consistently
explained over the course of the five sessions. Briefly, this purpose was threefold: to
encourage the preservice teachers to explain the situation in terms of tensions or
dilemmas; to prevent them from making value judgments; and to prevent them from
trying to solve the situation through alternative actions.
TE: . . . the idea behind this exercise with the situations is not to solve the situation, (. . .) it’s
not to give an opinion about the situation, it’s not to make a judgment about the situation.
The basic idea of this exercise is to try to consider the situation in depth, that is, not to stay
on the surface. It is to try to understand the internal tensions of the situation, what elements
are at play in the situation, ok? That’s the idea.
(Session 4, Situation F)
The evolution of the preservice teachers’ reflection at the five collaborative reflection
sessions is shown in Figure 1:
As Figure 1 shows, while there was no clear trend in the evolution of Evaluation and
Problematizing, Action quite clearly decreased, especially after Session 2, and
Explanation increased, especially after Session 3. At the end of the five sessions, the
preservice teachers were asked to answer an anonymous questionnaire, with the ques-
tion of ‘which specific issues would you highlight of what you have learned in this
Table 1. Content analysis scheme for reflection.
Category Description Example
Problematizing Participants refer to an incoherence or problem
in the situation or provide arguments for or
against the existence of that incoherence or
problem in the situation
“. . .but the thing is, there are two older sisters
who studied in Catalan, who studied at the
same school, and the parents didn’t have any
problems with that, and now, suddenly,
another child comes along, and they have this
about-face, you know? I mean, that’s what
I can’t, what I don’t understand, why, you
know? (student, Session 4, Situation F)
Action Participants propose alternative ways of action
to deal with the situation or provide
arguments for or against the adequacy of
these actions
‘. . .so if she’s been unhappy with how the school
works for that long, she should switch schools’
(student, Session 1, Situation A)
‘. . .I don’t know, first explain to her why you’re
doing it, I mean, tell the mother, explain to
her why they’re doing all that’ (student,
Session 1, Situation A)
Explanation Participants propose a way of understanding the
situation that gives it coherence or provide
arguments for or against the plausibility of
this explanation
‘maybe her methodology recommends, or she
sees that the way they do their activities is an
approach in which the teacher is there more
to provide support, and that the children work
in a certain way, etc., etc., and that doesn’t
work with her group’ (student, Session 5,
Situation G)
Evaluation Participants make value judgments (political,
moral, ethical, etc.) about the situation or
provide arguments for or against the fairness
of these judgments
‘. . .if the tone is questioning the teacher, and
with that whole “my child didn’t understand
and. . .” thing, I don’t think that’s the right way
to do it’ (student, Session 1, Situation A)
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experience’. Several of them highlighted the idea of considering the tensions between
multiple points of view and the importance of not judging or trying to solve the
situation before carefully understanding what is happening:
PT1: The situations teach us to reflect without looking for solutions. It makes you see the
different viewpoints of things
PT2: I learned to give more importance to all the factors that intervene in the different
situations which can take place in class, that is, to be more reflexive and take more into
account all the viewpoints. Also to relativize things and see that there are limits and we
have to adapt to them.
PT3: To not be judgemental in the beginning. To think first in seeing the case from outside.
To try to see the consequences that your decision has on a case.
PT4: To break with the ideas I had and reflect with a professional mentality. To try to analyse
a situation before judging.
PT5: Putting on the shoes of the different ‘characters’ to understand better their situation
The trends in the evolution of preservice teachers’ reflection, as showed in Figure 1, were
clearly aligned with the teacher educator’s purpose as described above, especially with the
ideas of explaining the situation and avoiding trying to solve it through alternative actions.
Besides, many of the responses to the questionnaire by the preservice teachers are in line
with the teacher educator’s idea of advancing toward dilemmatic understanding of the
situations.
Social organization of the collaborative reflection
In this case, the collaborative reflection was socially organized in four general phases,
here labelled Clarification, Exploration, Focalization, and Interpretation. In the first phase,
the preservice teachers asked the peer who had presented the situation under reflection
quick questions to request clarification or further information. In the Exploration phase,
the preservice teachers openly and freely discussed different aspects of the situation
(analysis). In the Focalization phase, the conversation was more strongly guided by the
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Figure 1. Evolution of the preservice teachers’ reflection over the five collaborative reflection
sessions. EXP: Explanation; PROBL: Problematizing; ACT: Action; EVAL: Evaluation.
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teacher educator, although the interaction still had the structure of an open conversa-
tion. In this phase, the conversation was aimed at establishing contrasts and relation-
ships between the different aspects explored by the preservice teachers in the previous
phase (synthesis). In the Interpretation phase, the teacher educator provided an expla-
nation of the situation. These four phases were quite consistent throughout the five
sessions, although there were some variations (Table 2).
Evolution of the teacher educator’s assistance
Our analysis suggests that the aim of the teacher educators’ assistance shifted after
Session 2. In the first two sessions, the assistance was mainly aimed at encouraging the
preservice teachers to focus on explanation (instead of action); after the second session,
the aim of the assistance shifted to improving the explanations the preservice teachers
provided by further clarifying internal tensions and dilemmas. In keeping with these two
main aims of the assistance, the teacher educator used different assistance strategies,
which are explained in detail in the following sections.
Encouraging an explanatory stance on reflection
In the first two sessions, the TE’s assistance seemed to pursue two main (comple-
mentary) objectives. On the one hand, he tried to balance the preservice teachers’
views on the situation by ruling out premature assumptions that would eliminate
the instability caused by the situation. He did this by means of two strategies, here
called framing and oppositional voice. Framing consists of introducing assumptions
into the situation in order to prevent preservice teachers from getting around the
instability of the situation. Oppositional voice consists of arguing against the
pervasive position taken by the preservice teachers. On the other hand, the TE
pushed the preservice teachers to understand the dilemma(s) of the situation. In
the first two sessions, he did this through a strategy here called counterpoising
alternatives, which consists of calling the preservice teachers’ attention to two
opposed (balanced) possible actions.
Situation A concerned a mother who questions the pedagogical methods used by
a teacher. In the conversation, the preservice teachers focused mainly on finding
a solution for the situation, assuming that the mother was not acting the right way.
Table 2. Phases and time for each situation.
Session Situation Clarification Exploration Focalization Interpretation
1 A No 0:16:43 0:35:32 No
B No 0:13:16 0:12:57 No
2 C 0:02:59 0:07:36 0:07:45 0:07:19
D 0:07:29 0:03:03 0:06:35 0:04:11
3 E No 0:07:11 0:36:22 0:09:05
4 F 0:06:26 0:06:48 0:14:45 0:06:09
5 G 0:07:27 No 0:09:40 0:05:55
H 0:02:58 0:04:51 0:06:20 0:05:10
Cumulated: 0:27:19 0:59:28 2:09:56 0:37:49
% 10,73 23,36 51,05 14,86
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As this excerpt shows, the preservice teachers assumed that the mother was looking for
trouble (20). In 23–25, the TE used framing to rule out this assumption and introduce
instead the assumption that the mother was really involved with and concerned about
her child’s education. Some turns later, the following dialogue occurred:
In 49, the TE offered a new framing: he introduced the assumption that the mother’s
views on teaching were no less correct than the teacher’s. Upon this assumption, the TE
then asked the preservice teachers to examine the contradiction between the teacher’s
and mother’s points of view and determine which view should prevail. This strategy is
what we call counterpoising alternatives. In the following turns (52–56), an analogy was
made with a construction worker and the person who hires that worker. This analogy
was leading the preservice teachers to solve the counterposition via professional
authority: education is the teacher’s job, so her view should prevail. However, a few
turns later, the TE introduced a counter-argument to this analogy. This strategy is what
we call oppositional voice:
20 Olga:. . . I mean, as a teacher, I would be indignant, because there’s nothing you can do. You can’t go
after the mother, but you also can’t get bogged down in fights, and you have to read her and think,
‘Fine, if you don’t like it, take the girl (somewhere else).’ As long as the girl is here, (you have to)
deal with it the best you can, without getting into a conflict with the mother, because obviously if
you press this mother’s buttons, she’s going to cause trouble, you know? [. . .]
23 TE: Let’s do something. We’ll continue in a second. I’m just saying, let’s suppose. . . let’s think about
this situation (. . .), but supposing that the mother isn’t doing this just to annoy the teacher, right?
Framing
24 Olga: Why then?
25 TE: Because she really has a certain view about her child’s education, OK? Let’s think about that, or
rather (. . .), let’s start with that assumption, OK?
49 TE: OK, now I’d like to rephrase the question slightly, to say, let’s not say. . . [. . .] let’s avoid
assessing who’s right and who’s wrong, and let’s look at it as two opposing viewpoints, the. . .
let’s say, the teacher’s and the mother’s, and my question is, which one should prevail?
Framing
+
Contraposition
52 David: The teacher’s.
53 TE: Why?
54 David: In theory, she’s the professional responsible for ensuring that the students learn certain
skills and improve. For a mother not to be sure that the person responsible for her child’s
education is doing things right is like if I have to have some construction work done on my
home, and I hire a construction worker that I know will do a bad job [. . .]
55 Judit: [. . .] but also, if the mother. . . let’s imagine a case where the mother might, where she
might be right [. . .].Maybe the teacher. . . we’re not perfect, we make mistakes, and I think we
need to know how to take criticism (. . .) take it as something constructive and improve. [. . .]
56 Elsa: But criticism has to be based on knowledge. I can’t criticize how a construction worker
does his job, because I can’t do it. But if you’re being questioned about something that has
been analyzed based on knowledge or experience (. . .) that, where there is a basis for that
knowledge. I can’t judge people without having some idea. . .
60 TE: She [Elsa] said, ‘I can’t give my view on building a wall if I can’t do a construction worker’s
job.’ But is that a valid comparison? Think about it for a minute. Isn’t the mother educating
the child, too? The teacher is educating the child, and the mother is educating the child,
right? Who is more responsible for the child’s education?
Oppositional
voice
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After this oppositional voice by the TE, the preservice teachers immediately sought to
find solutions aimed at eliminating the conflict between the mother and the teacher, but
the TE used framing to prevent the preservice teachers from side-stepping the opposi-
tion between the mother’s and teacher’s points of view:
In 63, a preservice teacher proposed that the teacher and the mother meet and
reach an agreement, so as to eliminate the opposition of points of view. In 64, the TE
framed the situation by introducing the assumption that there is no way to eliminate
the discrepancy between the mother and the teacher, so the preservice teachers
cannot avoid the opposition of viewpoints. After the framing, the TE again counter-
poised alternatives. The students finally did face the opposition, considering what
would be gained and what would be lost if either of the positions prevailed. The
following excerpt summarizes this exercise:
Encouraging dilemmatic explanations
The reflection on Situation C2 (the first of Session 2) was qualitatively similar to those
of Session 1. Basically, the TE tried to balance the preservice teachers’ views of the
situation by means of framing (less than in Session 1) and oppositional voice (more
than in Session 1), before counterpoising alternatives. However, at the very end of
Situation C, the TE began to shift the direction of his assistance. Once the alter-
natives had been counterpoised, the TE used, for the first time, a strategy here called
asking for the dilemma. He then provided a model of what understanding the
dilemma in the situation means (in fact, the introduction of this model explains
the appearance of the Interpretation phase in the social organization of Situations
C to H):
78 Lídia: I think if the mother’s point of view prevails, and we give in, and we change how we do things, we’d
lose confidence in ourselves and in our pedagogical approach and that would lead to confusion, because
suddenly you wouldn’t know what you’re doing, I mean, you’d be straying off course, and that would
mean having to change a lot of other things, and then you could get lost and cause a lot more students to
get lost too, because you’d no longer be doing the (sure thing).
79 Laura: On the other hand, if the mother’s opinion prevails, we might come out ahead, insofar as each teacher
would reconsider whether or not they were doing a good job and reflect on their teaching practice, right?
Reflection from the standpoint of improving and doing, trying to do positive things.
63 Isabel: Maybe they should talk, I think. Maybe each one should give her opinion and
reach. . .
64 TE: Sure. She’s proposing a solution, right? It came up before: a meeting, right? But what
I’m saying is no, let’s not look for a specific solution because, sure, we could say, ‘OK, let
them have a meeting and come to an agreement,’ [. . .] What you’re saying, the meeting,
or what you’re suggesting is to say, ‘OK, so if there’s a contradiction, let’s try to make
the contradiction disappear.’ What I’m saying is, ‘No, no, no. The contradiction exists,
right? And in light of that contradiction, which viewpoint should prevail?’ That’s what
I’m asking.
Framing +
Contraposition
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Here, in 67, the TE directly asked the preservice teachers to define the dilemma. After
a few tentative attempts by the preservice teachers, he provided a definition himself
(72), which thus became a model of what he was asking for when he asked for the
dilemma. Immediately thereafter, Situation D3 began, and when the TE intervened, he
did not devote much time to counterpoising alternatives, but rather almost directly asked
for the dilemma.
The TE asked for the dilemma in 85, and Olga made an attempt to define it. The TE
then drew a distinction between the various possible alternatives and the dilemma,
and in 88 Jordi offered a definition of the dilemma that was more similar to the kind
of definition provided by the TE in his previous modelling. However, in 89, Olga
questioned whether Jordi’s definition really was the dilemma in this situation. In 90,
the TE opened the conversation about whether or not the dilemma proposed by
Jordi really was the dilemma in this situation. Note that the TE seemed to agree with
the terms in which Jordi proposed the dilemma, insofar as it was not a choice
between specific opposing decisions, but rather a conflict of aims. Since, in the
TE’s view, a dilemma had been proposed in the proper terms, his concern shifted
to trying to elaborate and improve the definition of the dilemma proposed by the
preservice teachers. He did so basically by means of a strategy here called
67 TE: What would you say is. . . the underlying dilemma in this situation, in other words, the
dilemma underlying the decision that needs to be made? What would you say it is?
Asking for the
dilemma
68 David: Choosing whether the girl will get anything out of repeating sixth grade or if it is
better for her to continue onto high school which is the. . .
69 Anna: Deciding what’s best for her learning.
70 TE: What? Sorry?
71 Anna: Deciding what’s best for her learning, (. . .) to learn more [2 seconds]
72 TE: I don’t know. The way I see it is, I mean, the decision is sort of do we protect the girl?
Or. . . In other words, do we protect the girl in a controlled environment? Or, from an
educational point of view, do we also have the (responsibility) to, to make her leave
somehow, right? leave this environment. I don’t know, in my view, that’s sort of the
dilemma
Modelling
85 TE: What would you say is the underlying dilemma here? What would you say it is? For
instance, I mean, the central discrepancy between [. . .] the father and the mother. What
would you say the dilemma is here, with regard to the decision?
Asking for the
dilemma
86 Olga: Whether to continue doing that4 or only go to the school.
87 TE: OK, those would be the options of the decision, but the underlying dilemma, the
underlying concern, what would you say it is?
Asking for the
dilemma
88 Jordi: What. . . what do I want my son to ultimately achieve, [do I want him] to be
autonomous and socialized or, on the other hand, will he have to be dependent and
need. . .
89 Olga: I don’t know. Special education schools also help you to be. . . I mean, that’s what
they’re for, in the case of Down syndrome, which is maybe the one everyone knows best,
we all know best, the schools, more than with Down syndrome, what they want is for
them to be autonomous, you know? And it’s a school where everyone has problems, but
they end up being autonomous in that sense. . .
90 TE: What do the rest of you think? Do you agree that that is the contradiction? Or would you
qualify what she [Olga] is saying?
Asking for the
dilemma
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problematizing, which consist of noting incoherencies and problems in the definition
of the dilemma(s) provided by the preservice teachers. Consider, for example, the
following excerpt:
Here, the TE asked for the dilemma again, and the dilemma previously proposed by
Jordi re-emerged in the words of Isabel and Olga: autonomy/socialization vs cognitive
improvement. The TE then problematized this definition of the dilemma, using Olga’s
previous perspective, leading Anna to propose an alternative definition of the dilemma:
everybody’s path vs. a special path. The discussion continued for several turns, but the
TE seemed to have gotten to where he wanted, because after a few more turns he
offered his modelling and assumed the dilemma as defined by Anna.
Discussion
In this paper, we have presented a case study on 5 weekly sessions of collaborative
reflection involving one teacher educator and 14 preservice teachers. Our aim was to
understand how certain educational supports facilitated pre-service teachers’ learning to
reflect within a collaborative setting. In this case, the purpose of the collaborative reflec-
tion was to explain various situations in terms of the tensions or dilemmas which lay in the
depth of these situations. This is in line with the reflection processes reported, for example,
by Yoon and Kim (2009), Saiz-Linares and Susinos-Rada (2018) or Behizadeh, Thomas, and
Cross (2017). In this case, the data showed a sharp change in the trend of the preservice
teachers’ reflection after Session 2: in the first two sessions, the reflection was very much
focused on trying to provide alternative actions to solve the situations; after Session 2,
there was a sharp decrease in action-focused reflection and a clear increase in explana-
tion-focused reflection. This evolution was consistent with the objectives pursued by the
teacher educator. Therefore, in this case, the participants seemed to show progress in how
they reflected.
The educational support provided seems to have played a significant role in facilitating
this progress in the preservice teachers’ reflection. Based on the results presented here, this
support can be described on two related levels: the social organization of collaborative
reflection and the teacher educator’s assistance. In terms of the social organization of the
reflection, a consistent sequence of four phases was identified in this case: Clarification,
97 TE: And what directions are there? Asking for the
dilemma
98 Isabel: Autonomy and socialization.
99 TE: Autonomy and socialization, yes, that’s sort of what he [Jordi] was saying, and the other
would be. . .
100 Olga: Cognitive
101 TE: Cognitive. Those are two possibilities, but, before, she [Olga] said, ‘Well, hold on, special
education schools help them to be autonomous, too, also. . . in other words, and the
school, here, they also make some progress.” I don’t, in other words, I’m not sure that
the directions are so, I don’t know, let’s say. . . so simple. I don’t know.
Problematizing
102 Anna: (Whether he follows the) path everyone is following or follows a special path (only
for, well, he’s sort of) special. In other words, the mother wants him to continue along
like the others, to be the same as the others.
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Exploration, Focalization, and Interpretation. Beyond the specificity of these phases, it is
interesting to note that two related trends can be appreciated in this sequence. On the one
hand, there is a progression from analysis to synthesis; on the other hand there is
a progression from open facilitation to directive facilitation. Thus, clarification and explora-
tion aremainly devoted to the free expression of the different views by the student teachers
(analysis). This is promoted by a very open style of facilitation with limited intervention of
the teacher educator. Focalization and Interpretation are dedicated to putting the different
views together, and making them interact in an integrated system (synthesis). In these
phases, the facilitation style is progressively more directive, with increasing intervention by
the teacher educator. This is consistent with the findings reported by Kim and Silver (2016)
on the one hand, and also with the proposal of Gelfuso (2016) on the other. Interestingly,
our results suggest that both trends are intrinsically related in collaborative reflection: for
the emergence of different views on the situation (analysis), open facilitation is necessary;
for promoting the interrelation between these views, progressing to more directive facilita-
tion seems to be crucial. The observed relationship between these two trends is in con-
sonance with the findings by Liu (2017).
In terms of the teacher educator’s assistance, six main strategies have been identified
and described. As showed in the Table 3 above, these six strategies can be framed
within two criteria. Firstly, they can be framed regarding the aims pursued by the
teacher educator in each moment of the reflection process, according to the contingent
necessities of the student teachers during the process. Thus, in the first two sessions,
when the preservice teachers’ reflection focused on alternative actions to solve the
situation, the teacher educator seemed to be primarily concerned with promoting an
explanatory stance. He did so by trying to balance and re-focus the preservice teachers’
views using framing and oppositional voice strategies, and trying to facilitate the identi-
fication of dilemmas by means of the strategy of counterpoising alternatives. At the end
of the second session, and contingently with the sharp change in the preservice
teachers’ reflection (from action to explanation) that took place at this point, there
was a shift in the teacher educator’s assistance, which came to focus more on the
quality and richness of the explanations provided by the student teachers. From that
point on, the teacher educator’s assistance stressed the strategies of asking for the
dilemma, problematizing, and modelling.
Secondly, the six strategies can be framed according to the twofold dynamic analysis-
synthesis and open facilitation-directive facilitation. Thus, framing and oppositional voice
permitted to hold the presence of multiple views in conversation, especially when student
teachers tried to eliminate views to avoid dilemmas (Liu 2017). These strategies can be
considered ways of relatively open facilitation, since they do not push reflection to a given
direction but just maintain the balance and plurality of views of the conversation.
Counterpoising alternatives, asking for the dilemma, problematizing and modelling pushed
the interrelation between the multiple views. Although they have different degrees of
directedness, these three strategies can be considered as forms of more directive facilita-
tion, in the sense that they push students’ reflection to one specific direction.
The findings presented here must be taken with caution. First, because they are the
results of a case study, they must be considered together and compared with other
findings in the field and cannot be directly generalized. Second, because the reflection
process studied in this case had a very specific goal (i.e., to delve deeper into the
12 M. CLARÀ ET AL.
Ta
bl
e
3.
St
ra
te
gi
es
to
as
si
st
co
lla
bo
ra
tiv
e
re
fl
ec
tio
n
(w
ith
a
di
le
m
at
ic
or
ie
nt
at
io
n)
.
So
ci
al
D
yn
am
ic
s
St
ra
te
gy
D
es
cr
ip
tio
n
Ai
m
of
th
e
as
si
st
an
ce
O
pe
n
fa
ci
lit
at
io
n
An
al
ys
is
Fr
am
in
g
In
tr
od
uc
in
g
as
su
m
pt
io
ns
in
to
th
e
si
tu
at
io
n
to
pr
ev
en
t
th
e
pr
es
er
vi
ce
te
ac
he
rs
fr
om
av
oi
di
ng
th
e
in
st
ab
ili
ty
of
th
e
si
tu
at
io
n
Ba
la
nc
in
g
an
d
fo
cu
si
ng
th
e
pr
es
er
vi
ce
te
ac
he
rs
’v
ie
w
s
O
pp
os
iti
on
al
vo
ic
e
Ar
gu
in
g
ag
ai
ns
t
th
e
pr
ev
ai
lin
g
po
si
tio
n
ta
ke
n
by
th
e
pr
es
er
vi
ce
te
ac
he
rs
Co
un
te
rp
oi
sin
g
al
te
rn
at
iv
es
Ca
lli
ng
th
e
pr
es
er
vi
ce
te
ac
he
rs
’a
tt
en
tio
n
to
tw
o
op
po
si
te
(b
al
an
ce
d)
po
ss
ib
le
ac
tio
ns
.
Fo
st
er
in
g
th
e
pr
es
er
vi
ce
te
ac
he
rs
’
un
de
rs
ta
nd
in
g
of
th
e
di
le
m
m
a
As
ki
ng
fo
r
th
e
di
le
m
m
a
D
ire
ct
ly
as
ki
ng
th
e
pr
es
er
vi
ce
te
ac
he
rs
to
de
fi
ne
th
e
di
le
m
m
a
Pr
ob
le
m
at
iz
in
g
N
ot
in
g
in
co
he
re
nc
ie
s
an
d
pr
ob
le
m
s
in
th
e
de
fi
ni
tio
ns
of
th
e
di
le
m
m
a(
s)
pr
ov
id
ed
by
th
e
pr
es
er
vi
ce
te
ac
he
rs
D
ire
ct
iv
e
fa
ci
lit
at
io
n
Sy
nt
he
sis
M
od
el
lin
g
Pr
ov
id
in
g
a
m
od
el
of
w
ha
t
a
‘g
oo
d’
de
fi
ni
tio
n
of
th
e
di
le
m
m
a
lo
ok
s
lik
e
EUROPEAN JOURNAL OF TEACHER EDUCATION 13
dilemmas of the situation), the results may not be informative for reflection processes
with other goals. Bearing these cautions in mind, the results of this study may help to
better understand the social dynamics of successful collaborative reflection, and may
help teacher educators to navigate and promote this dynamics by means of the six
strategies of facilitation identified and described in this paper.
Notes
1. Dewey wrote two versions of ‘How we think’, one published in 1910 and the other in
1933. The two versions present important differences. The transition from analysis to
synthesis is central in the 1910 version; in the 1933 this issue loses importance, but it is
still considered.
2. The situation C can be described as follows: In the last year of primary school there is
a student with substantial learning difficulties; the teachers decide to pass her, allowing her
to go on to secondary school.
3. Situation D can be described as follows: The mother of a child with autism spectrum
disorder does not want him to combine ordinary school with a special school; the father
disagrees (the parents are divorced).
4. Here, ‘doing that’ refers the child’s attendance of both ordinary and special schools (see
Table 1).
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